Dr. Chirico makes some interesting points, and it appears that we are largely in agreement, except for a few instances where he implies that I am saying something that I am not. I appreciate his thoughtful extension of the conversation, and I thank the editor for the chance to reply.
Thus, both our discussion frames and our analytic models can limit our collective problem-solving capacity.
I should also note that I was not talking specifically about CO 2 reduction strategies. In fact, one point of the paper 3 is that terms like "CO 2 reduction," while extremely useful, can inadvertently cause us to ignore the non-CO 2 -mediated harms associated with fossil fuels. We cannot make accurate assessments of the pros and cons if we exclusively use language that causes us to ignore relevant subjects. Our energy choices have affected us, they continue to affect us, and they will affect us more in the future. If we discuss them holistically we see that the narrative of having to make sacrifices for future gains is misleading.
In sum, we probably cannot produce an economic assessment of this complex problem in a way that is sufficiently comprehensive, accurate, and timely to give us a definitive answer as to the exact right path forward. But I can say this with some certainty: If we exclusively use language that causes us to stare at the floor, we will keep getting hit by the things that are falling off of the top shelves.
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